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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This Final office action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed February 
12,2009. Claims 1-28 are pending. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed February 12, 2009 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

In order for a method to be considered a "process" under §1 01 , a claimed 
process must either: (1) be tied to a particular machine or apparatus, or (2) 
transform a particular article to a different state or thing. In re Bilski, 545 F.3d 943, 
88 USPQ2d 1 385 (Fed. Cir. 2008). If neither of these requirements is met by the 
claim, the method is not a patent eligible process under §101 and is non-statutory 
subject matter. 

With respect to independent claim 1 , the claim language recites the steps of 
defining instructions to implement the change, associating a first validity, associating 
a second validity and automatically implementing, however the claim language does 
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not include the required tie or transformation. Moreover, the claim recites 
"computer-implemented" in the preamble, however this is considered a nominal tie 
that does not satisfy the requirement, wherein a preamble is generally not accorded 
any patentable weight where it merely recites the purpose of a process or the 
intended use of a structure, and where the body of the claim does not depend on the 
preamble for completeness but, instead, the process steps or structural limitations 
are able to stand alone. See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) 
and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1951). 

Claims 2-14 are rejected based upon the same rationale, wherein the claim 
language does not include the required tie or transformation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

6. Claims 1-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Matheson (USPN 6,944,514). 

As per claim 1 , Matheson discloses a computer-implemented method for 
managing a change to a product structure (i.e., innovation information management, 
including an engineering change, column 5, lines 9-25) comprising: defining 
instructions to implement the change to the product structure (i.e., product 
requirements 120, column 5, lines 26-30); associating a first validity for the change 
with a first organizational structure, the first organizational structure having a first 
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organizational view of the product structure (i.e., requirements from many sources, 
e.g., marketing, customers, engineering, manufacturing, column 5, lines 26-30); 
associating a second validity for the change with a second organizational structure, 
the second organizational structure having a second organizational view of the 
product structure (i.e., requirements from many sources, e.g., marketing, customers, 
engineering, manufacturing, column 5, lines 26-30); and automatically implementing 
the change according to the first validity for the first organizational view, and 
according to the second validity for the second organizational view (i.e., product 
requirement interface allows tracking of all decisions related to the product 
requirements, column 7, lines 7-10). 

As per claim 2, Matheson discloses defining instructions to change a plurality of 
different objects of the product structure (i.e., object model 100, column 5, lines 15- 
20). 

As per claim 3, Matheson discloses at least one of the first and second validities 
depends on a date (i.e., data may be created automatically, including creation time 
of last modified date, column 8, lines 47-57). 

As per claim 4, Matheson discloses at least one of the first and second validities 
is valid beginning with a first date and ending with a second date (i.e., data may be 
created automatically, including creation time of last modified date, column 8, lines 
47-57). 

As per claim 5, Matheson discloses a hierarchy of organizational structures and 
wherein the second validity depends on the first validity (i.e., each product idea may 
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have various associated product requirements which may have associated product 
function objects, column 5, lines 53-61). 

As per claim 6, Matheson discloses at least one of the first and second validities 
depends on attaining a production milestone (i.e., product requirement 120 the 
product must fulfill, column 5, lines 26-30). 

As per claim 7, Matheson discloses at least one of the first and second validities 
depends on implementing a different change to the product structure (i.e., 
requirements from many sources, e.g., marketing, customers, engineering, 
manufacturing, column 5, lines 26-30). 

As per claim 8, Matheson discloses a previous validity is associated with the 
change and wherein defining instructions to implement the change includes defining 
instructions for modifying the previous validity (i.e., innovation information 
management, including an engineering change, column 5, lines 9-25). 

As per claim 9, Matheson discloses the change includes previous instructions for 
changing the product structure and wherein defining instructions to implement the 
change includes defining instructions for modifying the previous instructions (i.e., 
innovation information management, including an engineering change, column 5, 
lines 9-25). 

As per claim 10, Matheson discloses the first validity precedes the second 
validity (i.e., each product idea may have various associated product requirements 
which may have associated product function objects, column 5, lines 53-61). 
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As per claim 1 1 , Matheson discloses the second validity is dependent upon the 
first validity and contemporaneous with the first validity (i.e., each product idea may 
have various associated product requirements which may have associated product 
function objects, column 5, lines 53-61). 

As per claim 12, Matheson discloses storing the instructions to implement the 
change to the product structure, the first validity, and the second validity in a first 
database, wherein the product structure is stored in a second database, the second 
database being separate from the first database (i.e., separate relational database 
file defined for each defined interface, column 7, lines 34-50). 

As per claim 13, Matheson discloses receiving a request to make a change to a 
product structure (i.e., innovation information management, including an engineering 
change, column 5, lines 9-25). 

As per claim 14, Matheson discloses determining whether the change should be 
implemented (i.e., decisions related to product requirements and product function, 
column 7, lines 5-7); generating a change order to implement the change, the 
change order including the instructions to implement the change of the product 
structure, the first validity, the second validity (i.e., innovation information 
management, including an engineering change, column 5, lines 9-25), and a name 
of a user who determined that the requested change should be implemented (i.e., 
user access via appropriate permissions, column 4, lines 49-55); and storing the 
change order in a first database, wherein the product structure is stored in a second 
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database, the second database being separate from the first database (i.e., separate 
relational database file defined for each defined interface, column 7, lines 34-50). 

Claims 15-28 are rejected based upon the same rationale as the rejections of 
claims 1-14, respectively, since they are the computer program product claims 
corresponding to the method claims. 



Response to Arguments 

7. In the Remarks, with respect to the 35 USC §101 rejection, Applicant argues that 
claim 1 meets the transformation test because the "product structure" data represent 
a physical object, namely a product, and the claimed method transforms 
("automatically implements the change") that data. The Bilski test does not require 
that the underlying physical object itself be transformed; transforming representative 
data is sufficient. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Here, as seen in Applicant's 
specification (pages 4-5), the product structure is simply "...a variety of documents, 
such as a specification document 230, a computer aided design ("CAD") document 
240 and a Parts/Materials document 250." As such, these documents are merely a 
parts listing and are not analogous to the X-ray attenuation data discussed in In Re 
Abele, 684 F.2d 902 (C.C.P.A. 1982), wherein the "...data clearly represented 
physical and tangible objects, namely the structure of bones, organs, and other body 
tissues." As a result, Applicant's claims do not satisfy the transformation prong of 
the machine-or-transformation test. 
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With respect to claim 1 , Applicant argues that Matheson does not describe or 
suggest associating a first validity for the change with a first organizational structure, 
the first organizational structure having a first organizational view of the product 
structure; associating a second validity for the change with a second organizational 
structure, the second organizational structure having a second organizational view of 
the product structure; and automatically implementing the change according to the 
first validity for the first organizational view, and according to the second validity for 
the second organizational view. 

The Examiner once again respectfully disagrees. Matheson discloses 
associating a first validity for the change with a first organizational structure, the first 
organizational structure having a first organizational view of the product structure 
(i.e., requirements from many sources, e.g., marketing, customers, engineering, 
manufacturing, column 5, lines 26-30); associating a second validity for the change 
with a second organizational structure, the second organizational structure having a 
second organizational view of the product structure (i.e., requirements from many 
sources, e.g., marketing, customers, engineering, manufacturing, column 5, lines 26- 
30); and automatically implementing the change according to the first validity for the 
first organizational view, and according to the second validity for the second 
organizational view (i.e., product requirement interface allows tracking of all 
decisions related to the product requirements, column 7, lines 7-10). As a result, 
Matheson indeed discloses an enhancement or improvement to an existing product 
(i.e., change, column 5, lines 21-25) that has to fulfill a plurality of requirements (i.e., 
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validity) from various organization structures (i.e., marketing, customers, 
engineering, manufacturing). 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply 
expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andre Boyce whose telephone number is (571)272- 
6726. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Boswell can be reached on (571) 272-6737. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 



/Andre Boyce/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3623 
May 22, 2009 



